6. As a distinguished scholar in another field observed some years ago: "[o]n a generous estimate, one litigated case out of every hundred may involve a question of conflicts of laws. Yet the subject of conflicts has attracted the best thinking and the most diligent research of a host of capable scholars. Magnificent treatises explore its every intricacy; fruitful theories abound by which it may be explained and understood and [Vol. 77:959 first the theory of the traditional approach, 8 and its operation in practice, and then the "New Learning," or as Professor Martin says in his Preface, "the struggle of the courts and the commentators to come up with a more responsive (but not unduly complicated) approach."
9 The other components of the subject-constitutional limitations on choice of law, Erie and federal matters, jurisdiction, recognition of judgments, and divorce and fa:\llilY matters-Professor Martin relates to the book's treatment of the choice-of-law process. The distinctive feature of Professor Martin's book is his presentation of the materials: the very careful selection of cases and academic commentary and the often penetrating questions and comments that follow. 10 My only substantive criticism is that Professor Martin could have paid a little more attention to choice of law in contracts and to the application of the "New Learning" in this area. This omission does not detract from the overall excellence of the book, and my criticism simply reflects my own desire that policy-centered solutions should apply in this area as well. 11 In my review of the Cram ton, Currie & Kay book, 12 I commented on the book's potential for "revolutionary conflicts pedagogy" because the materials were structured in such a way as to make choice of law "manageable," to allow ample time for coverage of the other components of the subject, and to relate all of the components to each other. 13 In addition, I noted that the approach of the authors to the subject made it clear that the course in conflicts is a course about federalism, particularly the interstate aspect of "our Federalism." 14 subject the particular teacher favors.
The Cramton-Currie-Kay-Martin approach focuses on competing theories and methodologies and the interrelationship between choice of law and the other components of the subject. The emphasis is on the choice-of-law process as a whole and on the transferability of its theory and methodology to "tort, contract, and the other pigeonholes."
15 Similarly, the student's consideration of the interrelationship between choice of law and the other components of the subject may lead to a more refined analysis both of choice-of-law problems and problems arising in regard to jurisdiction, recognition of judgments, and the like. 16 The Reese-Rosenberg-Scoles-Weintraub approach, in contrast, despite some effort to "tie things together," still ends up discussing particularized solutions. Although both books include a chapter on "pervasive" or "threshold" problems, 17 choice of law is essentially considered in terms of the different substantive areas of torts, contracts, and the like. In Scoles & Weintraub, the field is explicitly divided in this way. There is no detailed consideration of competing theories and methodologies or of the choiceof-law process as a whole.1 8 Reese & Rosenberg purport both to discuss competing theories and methodologies and to "preserve useful ... classifications." 19 The authors state that in Chapters Eight and Nine they deal with "the whole sweep of choice-of-law problems" and that in later chapters they deal with substantive areas such as property, family law, administration of estates, and business associations. 2° Chapter Eight is headed "The Problem of Choosing the Rule of Decision" and covers the traditional· approach, escape devices, the search for new approaches, and the "new era." Most of the cases in that chapter, however, are tort cases, and tl;i.e consideration of the "scholarly camps" does little more than summarize the principal methodologies. There is no 15 extended analysis of these methodologies nor any specific illustration of their operation. The emphasis is still on cases, and it is almost as if the "new approach" material has been superimposed on what was formerly the chapter on torts. Chapter Nine, titled "Choice of the Applicable Law: Further Considerations," is subdivided into sections on contracts, trusts, workmen's compensation, marriage, and property, with an additional section on "Changing Choice-of-Law Approaches, International and Interstate." Again, cases predominate over theory and methodology, and substantive areas predominate over a view of the choice-oflaw process as a whole.
In regard to jurisdiction and recognition of judgments, Cramton, Currie, Kay, and Martin treat these areas "in light of the wisdom derived from consideration of the basic choice-of-law problems."
21 Their treatment differs from that of Reese, Rosenberg, Scoles, and Weintraub, who cover these areas in substantially more detail and to a large extent independently of their coverage of choice of law. The same difference in treatment appears with respect to the Erie doctrine and federal common law. 22 Clearly, then, conflicts teachers have both a "basic choice" and a "peripheral choice" of casebooks. The "basic choice" is whether to follow the Cramton-Currie-Kay-Martin approach to conflicts pedagogy, which stresses competing theories and methodologies and the interrelationship between choice of law and the other components of the subject, or the Reese-Rosenberg-ScolesWeintraub approach, which emphasizes cases, substantive areas of choice of law, and detailed but essentially independent treatment of the various components of the subject. Once the "basic choice" is made, the decision whether to use Cramton, Currie & Kay or Martin on one hand, or Reese & Rosenberg or Scoles & Weintraub on the other, is rather "peripheral."
Thus far, I have discussed the basic difference in approach between the two sets of casebooks. What is equally interesting is that despite this basic difference, these casebook writers substantially agree both on the methodologies and on the cases that should be included. All the casebooks necessarily pay considerable attention to the traditional approach to choice of law. Not only does a substantial minority of American state courts still 21. Preface to J. MARTIN follow the traditional approach, 23 but an understanding of its theory and practice is crucial to an understanding of modern methodologies, all of which have been developed in one way or another in reaction to the traditional approach. Similarly, all of the casebooks examine carefully the Restatement Second, 24 which a number of courts explicitly follow 25 and which may be likened to a "modern rules" approach with policy overtones. 26 There is also a clear pattern in the treatment of the other methodologies by the casebook authors. Cramton, Currie & Kay and Martin divide their treatment into essentially two parts: interest analysis and "others." The "others" include both those methodologies that, while building on interest analysis as developed by the late Brainerd Currie, 27 propose solutions to true conflicts other than applying the forum's own law, 28 to areas of agreement, both books treat extensively the criticisms and refinements the "younger generation of conflicts scholars" have made of the various methodologies. 35 Reese & Rosenberg generally agree with Cramton, Currie, Kay and Martin on which methodologies to include, but they weight the methodologies differently. Reese & Rosenberg allocate equal, if limited, space to Currie's interest analysis, Ehrenzweig's "true rules," Leflar's choice-influencing considerations, von Mehren and Trautman's functional analysis, and Cavers's principles of preference. 38 Unlike the other authors, however, they virtually disregard the "younger generation."
What is perhaps even more interesting, in light of the basic difference between Cram ton, Currie, Kay, and Martin, on the one hand, and Reese, Rosenberg, Scoles, and Weintraub, on the other, is the agreement among the four sets of authors on the cases to include in the casebook. I have identified thirty-two cases described as principal cases in all four books and forty-nine cases that are listed as principal cases in three of them.
37 These eightone cases may be called the "core cases" of conflicts. Of these, forty-seven are United States Supreme Court cases, and, not surprisingly, nineteen of the thirty-two cases common to all four books are Supreme Court cases. But it is the remaining cases that are most illustrative of the "core concept." I want to briefly note here what appear to be the "core cases" in the major areas of the subject. In regards to theory and rules of the traditional approach to choice of law, we have Table  of Cases to each book. However, the authors differ somewhat among themselves in their definition: some include set off cases given extensive note coverage following the "main case" as principal cases, others only the "main cases" and do not set off other cases.
My method of determining the "core cases" actually understates the extent of agreement among the casebook authors. I have not included the cases which two of the books list as principal cases and which receive substantial note treatment in the other two books, although they are not listed as principal cases.
38 This agreement as to the "core cases" indicates that teachers of the subject and casebook authors have found them to be good teaching vehicles. A number of them are "older" cases, and there is no disposition to appear "modem" by including cases simply because of their more recent vintage. The "core cases" illustrate effectively the kinds of conflicts problems that have arisen and the differing ways that the courts have dealt with those problems. It may also be that by "common consent" these cases provide a frame of reference by which conflicts problems can be studied and analyzed and different methodologies explored. In any event, to the teacher of the subject, it is comforting to know that there is agreement as to the "core cases."
My review of Professor Martin's excellent casebook has occasioned an analysis of the other casebooks in the field as well. The experience has been an enlightening one, at least for me. The casebooks reflect two basic pedagogical approaches to the teaching of conflicts, and for each approach, there are two excellent casebooks. At the same time, there seems to be a good deal of agreement on the methodologies that should be emphasized and on the "core cases" that should be included. The teachers of conflicts have been well served by their colleagues who have undertaken to produce casebooks for their use.
